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ABSTRACT . 

Although coronary pu^ne,' or Type A behavior, appears 
to predict' coronary heart disease in women, as it d6es in men, .little 
research has compared men and Women in the same life circumstances. 
To determine if there is a coronary pr6ne behavior pattern in women 
preparing for traditionally male professionals, two studies we're 
conducted'. In the first study, 168 undergraduate women, in three 
traditionally* male fields (i.e.^ engineering, management, and 
pre-medicine ) , 145 udergraduarte men in the same fields, and 83 
undergraduate women majoring in traditionally female fields (i.e.,- 
education, sociology, and psychology) completed a quest i onnai re . t 
Measures of personality characteristics, physical and psychological 
symptoms, and work environment strain that are related to Type A 
behavior were assesse^dT Results 1 showed that the „three groups differed 
significantly on Type A, as well as on other variables. The 
traditional women were significantly lower on Type A than the 
nontradi.ti'onal women and the men. Very small differences were found 
in Type A..for men and women in the same woric environment. In a 
f ollowup study, 216 subjects from the original sample completed 
similar questionnaires. Results showed that subjects wljose current 
occupations were the same as their undergraduate majori did riot 
differ on Type A. As in the first study, traditional women were 
significantly less Type A then the nontradi t ional women or men. The 
work environment was especially relevant to Type A, and Type A was 
especially relevant to symptoms for women and, to, a lesser extent, 
for men who were currently, in high status, traditionally, male fields. 
Type A was e better predictor of symptoms for women working in high 
status, traditionally male roles than ,it was across all subjects. 
(KGB) . ' 
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Coro nary Frfrne Behavipr Pattern ih Women Pr$p&rinQ -tor Tradi t i on a 1^1 y Mai e Professions ' . ■ 
Eugenia Proctor : Gerdes John P. Sidler, Bucknell Universitv * 
Presented at EaMerrt psychol ogi cafl Association Meetings, Boston, March 1985. - 

1 In troduc t t on^ • , - 

Most research on the Coronary Prone Behavior Pattern, Or Tvpe A, has been conducted 
on f white collar , middle-aged men. ^1 though Type A appears to predict coronarv heart * 
disease in taomen , as it does' in*meh (Haynes k Felnleib, 1980), 1 : i tile research has* 
investigated other correlates of Type A in v^ojnen (Haw, 1982). Even those studies th'M 
assess gender differences in Type A rarely compare men and women who are in the same life 
circumstances. This i s^an important omission because the most popular model \of the causes 
of Type A behavior <Friecfrnan & Rqsenman, >1974) specifies two necessary causes, a 
predisposing personality and an appropriate eliciting environment (see Figure 1>. 
Differenced in Type A scores found between working men and housewives obviously could be 

A 

due either to the environment or personality differences. Less obviously, the same is 
true oi comparisons of male and female professionals because the male samples typically 
include high status, traditionally male professions (e.g,, physicians, lawyers) wher'eas 
the female samples topically include lower status, traditionally female professions (e,Q,, 
nurses, teachers). 

We tested undergraduate students who were still in the same general work environment. 
To determine gender 'di ffer^ences with wor}( environment controlled, we compared women 
preparing f or t r ad i t i onal 1 y male professions to men study ing in the "same fields. To , 
control for* gender and determine the* effect of work environment for these nof)(jfr ad i t i.onal ' 
women, we compared them^to worten preparing for traditionally female professions, 

UNDERGRADUATE^SjyDY . ■ 

Method . 

Sub j $f t s . A questionnaire was maiPed* to B^cknel l Un i ver si ty jun i ors and sen i ors in 
the spring of 19B1. ' The total population of 286*women in three traditionally male fields 
(engineering, management, and pre-med i c i ne ) and a matched group of 286 men in the same 
fields were included in the sample, In addition, the questionnaire was mailed to the 161 
women who were majoring in education, sociology, and psychology; these fields were 
<^pns"idered -tradi t i onal 1 y female because 80-95% of those in thq major were women and a high 
proportion planned to enter traditionally female prof ess/rons . Sqbjec ts' rece i ved a small 
incentive for completing the questionnaire. After a second .ma i'l i n^ , return rates were at 
least 60% for/ all thjree groups. Subjects whose emp 1 oymen t p 1 ans were inconsistent with 
their major in terms of tj^adi t i onal i ty (e.g., education majors planning to attend law 
school) were excluded from the analyses. The final samples were 168 non trad i t i onal women, 
145 men, and 83 traditional women. ** 

Quest i onna i re . » The questionnaire contained me a su res of perceptions of the work 
environment (i.e^ coMege studies) based on those used by Caplan : e t al . (1975) in their A 
study of 23 occupations. These variables included three measures of quantitative workload 
(long, shorthand combined scales), gualitative workload, workload dissatisfaction, 
variance in the t^frrk 1 oad*, rdle ambiguity, and ut i 1 i zat ion of abilities. Amorce general - 
measure of job-related tension also was included (Indik, Seashore, & Sleslnger, 1964). 

Personality variables possibly related to~Ty|W»A also were assessed. These were job 
involvement TLodahl & Ke j ner , 1 965) ; masculinity and femininity (Spence, Helreich, & 
Stapp, 1979); and four aspects tff achievement motivation — master y work orientation, 
personal unconcern, and competitiveness (Helmreich & Spence, 1978). 

Because our sample was unlikely to contair^many cases of full-blown coronary heart 
disease, four measures of physical and psychol ogi caf symp > tT)ms that could be Outcomes of 
Type A behavior were included. "A modified version of the Seriousness of Illness Rapine* 

V ' ^ 
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Scale (Masuda, W/ler, tx Holmes, 1970) was scored separately -for physical 'and psychological 
illnesses..' Mi 1 der symptoms were assessed w^th a mod i f i c a 1 1 on o-f the psychosomatic symptom 
measure developed by Indik ej^al . (1964) and a measure o-f anxiety, depression, and 
irritation -from Caplan et a K l . (1975). & measure o-f strain in the -form o-f job pressures , - 
perceptions o-f subjective stress related' to work, also was included (Buck, 1972). f 

Fina] 1/, Type A assessed with a shor t obj eg t i v-e sc arl e , ,th e Fr am i ritjham -Type A 

Seal* (Haynes et a)., 1978), The FTAS is the only Type A scale to hive been validated -for 
women 3s well as for men in a prospective study* ' ' ' « V 

Resu l ts > ■ , 

To decrease missing data, most o-f the scales were scored as the mean of the, items 
completed, as long as'at leasthalf of the itenvs,u(ere answeredv^ For example, Type A was 
scored by^hvidjng the individual's total scoreTpy the items answered; f this procedure 
yielijled possible scores -from lMo 4, with 1 reflecting the most coronary prone behavior. 
As^S&hown in Tab lei, the three groups differed si gh i f i can 1 1 y .on Type A, as we 11 as. on 
other variables. Tukey HSD tests sjiow^d th& traditional women to be significanty lower on 
Typfc A than bhe - non tradi t i onal women and the men. Although their $</erage scores were very 
similar, the men were reliably more Type* A than the non tr adi t i onal women due to the 1 arge 
samp le size. s * ■ 

T^ble 2 shows the three groups' correlations of Type A with possible predittors 
(perceptions of the work environment and personality measures) and possible outcomes. 
Type- A was related to perceptions of the work environment, most strongly for 
non tradi t » onal n*(*T>en followed by men in the same; f i e Ids ;< . The measures relating to 
workload-and overall job tension show the strongest relationships with Type A. Among the 
pensonal i ty measures, competitiveness and job involvement yielded t£e strongest 
relationships with Type A for all, three groups; otherwise, the three groups yielded 
different patterns, with the men showing the weakest relationships. Type A predicted^ 
symptoms and strain best for the nor^tr adi t i onal women, reliably predicting all five 
measures for this group and fpr the'men; only two mild, non-physical measures were 
predicted for the traditional women • 

r 

D.i scu^s i on ' . 

"previously reported - gender ' d i ff e renc e s" in Type A scores may be due to factors 
related to environmental circumstances rather than qendeV per se; we found very small 
differences in Type A for men and women in the same work environment. In fact, Type A 
seems to be' an especially relevant concept for lypmen preparing for traditionally male 
professions; T^ype A was more strongly related to perception of the WQrk environment for 
this group than for the other^two groups and was more strongly related to well-being for 
thes,e nontradi tionaj women also-. ' " N 

Obviously, the direction o} causality cannot be determined unequ i vocabl y fVom this 
study in. which Type A and its possible precursors- and outcomes were determined I 
simultaneously. For that reason, the same subjects recently received a follow-up 
quest ronna ire. v * 

ALUMNI STUDY • * - ^ ( 

Method 

Subjec ts , -After tyo mailings in late 1 983 and .e ar 1 y 1984, 216 of the original 
subjects returned a similar questionnaire. In order to ascertain agreement with 
undergraduate major, subjects" current work was categorized as either high status, 
traditionally male or 1 ow status, traditionally female., Only 5 males had moved from 
engineering, management, or pr e~medi c i ne college programs into lower status work as ^ 
alumni; their data are included in the overall analyses but are not presented separately. 

* Questionnaire. 'Measures df personal characteristics, symptoms, and strain were the 
same as in the * ufcdergr aduate qu est i onn i ar e I Job involvement and two of the undergraduate 
work scales were om'itted, and two other work scales from the Caplan et al , (1975) study 




— * 

were added. \Jording of the work scales w^s changed where necessary to improve N . 

appropriateness across diverge typ.es of work; some items were omitted lor (he ^ame reason 
or t6 impr-ove reliability. * 



aV 



Res ults and^Pi^cgssion 

, Except tor physical and psychological ill.nesses, scales wer^Tcored as the m«an of 
the ! terns answered by an individual <as>long a^ at least half of the items were answered), 
pible 3 shpws th^at the -.three groups of subjects whose occupatj^pns were consistent wi,th 
ttieir undergr aduate^Sfoa j or s did n'ot differ or\ Type A. Thesf subjects 7 undergraduate Type A 
CcQres were representative qi their undergraduate groups; undergraduate scores,' the 
traditional women par t i c i pa) i ng* ,i n - t()e 4 al umn i study were significantly less^Type A "than 
the non tr adi t i onal women or men participating in the alumni study- * As alumni, the three 
groups did differ significantly on other*mj? asur es including several of tTi e work scales. 
Possibly related to the Type A. means is the fact that traditional women tyebe reported the " 
most stressful work env i^ronmen ts , whereas they reported the least stressful work . 
environments as Undergraduates, 

Table 4 shpws that, over all subjects, current work environment was related to alumni 
Type A scores, but undergraduate work environment was not. Both alumni and,, .to a lesser 
extent, undergraduate personality scales were related to alumni Type A; however , Type A 
itself does not appear to be a personality trait as undergraduate and* al Ornn i scores 
yiel^fe.d*a correlation coefficient of only .29. Only alumni Type A predicts strain and 
symptoms, predicting all except physical illnesses. These correlations ^re consistent 
with Friedman and Rose nman ' s mode 1 . Table 5 shows the corr e 1 a t i ons of other al-umni 
variables with alumni Type A for the five groups classified on consistency or change from 
undergraduate to alumni work field. As in the undergraduate study, the -wor*k environment 
seems especially relevaat to Tyf)e A and T/pe;A especially relevant to symptoms for women 
and, to a lesser extent, men who are currently in high status, traditionally male fields. 

A further test of Friedknan ancj Rosenman's model, conducted over all subjects,' is - 
presented in Figure 2. Undergraduate Type A was included in the personal * character i st i cs 
.to insure that the "predisposing personality" was represented; the regression of alumni 
,Type A on these variables was highly significant* Regression of alumni Type A on current" 
work environment also was highly significant. Whichever set of predictors was included 
first in a hierarchical multiple regression, the other set added significantly tc^ the 
proportion of variance explained (p<.001). Although the ajbility of these variables to 
predict Type A conforms to Friedtoan and Rosenman's model, alumni Type A was a 
disappointing predictor &t alumni symptoms r performing worst ,f or *phys i cal illnesses and 
coronary-related symptoms, a subset of physical illnesses. ,In fact, regression o^ the 
strain and sympttim measures directly on undergraduate personal characteristics and current 
work environment accounted for more variance' in Type A than the correlations of Type A 
with these measures. However, when added as the third step of hierarchical regressions 
after undergraduate personal characteristics and current work env i ronrftent , alumni 'Type. A 
added significantly to the prediction of psychological illnesses (p<.05), 

ani i e ty-depressi on-i rr i tat ion (p<.001), psychosomatic illnesses (p^.05), and job pressures 
<p<p001), In that sense, at least, Type A was a valuable predictor across different typfs 
of subjects. And, as noted above, Type A was ^better predictor of symptoms for women 
working in high status, tradi t i onal 1 y mal e roles than i t was across all subjects. 

■ > 
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The most Tommoply accepted model of Type A behavior (Friedman & 
Rose'njnan, 1974).. The predisposing personality interacts or 
combines with the environment to produce Type' A behaviors . 
#hese behaviors then lead to pathology. 



Table 1 

y , • 

Means and Standard Dev{ at Ions /(/In parenf hes I s ) v of Undergraduate Work 
Envfronment Scales,- Persona l/CJSaracter i $ti cs Scries, and Symptom 
, • Measures for Men, Non ^t r adKt I ojna 1 Women, and Traditional Women 

F ratio for Scale N fltBliL Non - 1 r ad 1 1 Lona 1 Traditional 
Measure t Oneway ANOVA Ranfle 

Quantity of Work (longl** 7.99***. 1-6 
Quantity of Work (y^rtj . .7.3*2*** 1-5< 



Combined scales 


5,31** 


1-5 


Qua I 1 1 y of Work 


,5.27V 


1-5 


Work loa,d Dl ssatfsf act 1 on 


3.20* 


1-5 


* 

w i 

Variance of Work ^ - w 


.46 fc> 


1-4 - 


Ro 1 e Amb 1 gu 1 ty 


*V 36 * 


1-5 


Ui i M zdX 1 on of Abilities 


1.18 


1-5 


Job Tens 1 on 


3.98* 


1-5 

t 






Type A* 


6 .46** 


1-4 


Job Involvement 4 


.47 


1-4 


^a scu M n I ty . \ 


14.57*** 


' 0-32 


r e m i n 1 n 1 1 y 


17.83*** 


0-32 


Ma s ter y 


5.80** 


0-32 


Work Orientation 


4.91** 


0-32 


Persona 1 Unconcern 


3.39* 


0-16 


Compet i t i veness 


21.90*** 


0-20 


Ptfy s i ca I Illnesses 


9.67*** 


A 

0-117 


Psychological Illnesses > 


7.-4^*** 


0-2 
" or more 


Anxtety-Depresslon-^ 
Irritation 


1 " 74 


1-4 

i 


Psychosomatic Symptoms 


^0'.4 3*** 


1-5 




2.38 a 
(-46) 

2.38 

( - 30) 
22-74* V 
(4.61). 

23. 12 C 



20.06 a 



(3.80) 

20.21 b 
(2.73) 

9.51 b 
(2.57) 

12.84 s 
(3.31) 



4.70 b 
(3.17) 

,27 b 
(-52) 

1 .83 
(-41) 

1.00 b 
(-79) 

Job Pressures v ' H.56*** 1-5 2. 75^ 

<*• (-84) 



amen n-068 


women n*03 


r3.73 a 


3.49 ¥ 


(.46) 


(.40) ■ 


3^77* 


3.45 b 


(.6>) 


( - 59) 


i 7Z a 


' f 3 . 5 1 b * 


iv (jsh; 


" (-5?) 


v 3* &a' a 


3.43 b 


■( t 57) 


( r59) 


2-V 


2.62 b 




( -86) 


2.70 ' 


2.70 


(.57) , 


( .59) 




/ 1 7 Q 


(.60) 


( .55) 


3,29 


3. 14 


( .73) 


( -80) 


2.67 a 


. 2.63 a ' b 


( .50) 


( .71 ) 


b 

2.43 


c 

2 . 62 


I - J 




2.35 


2 . 35 


(.26) 


( .27) 


21-37° 


. 19.67 c 


(4/14) 


* (3.25) 


24.50 b 


2G-47 a 


19,40 a,b 


18.23 b 


(4.00) 


(3.96) 


2 1 - 1 3 a ■ 


20.75 a,b 


(2.56) 


(2.31) 


io nfl a 1 b 


1 0 . 33 a 


(2.4 1) 


(2^48) 


1l.82 b 


9.64 c 


(3.53) 


(3.85^ 


6.38 a 


6.2S a 


(3.93) 


(3.63) 


.49 a 


" .59 a 


(.71) 


(.75) . 


1 .89 


1 .86 


(-42) 4 


(.39) 


1.57 a 


l.55 a 


(.89) 


(.88) 

T 


3.07 a 


2.52 b 


(.79) ^ 


( -74) 



Note. Means with different superscripts are reliably dlfftrent 

(p < .05) on Tukey (Honestly Significant Dlfftrtnct) te*ts. 

+ The Type A and Job Involvement scales are reverse-scored so that a high score 
Indicates less of the character I st 1 c . K 

* p C ,05 , two-tal led. 

** p < .01 . • 
<** p < .001 . ■ 
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< / Tabl-e 2 , 

Coeffic imps for Correlations of Undergraduate Work Scales, 
Person a 1 Tha'racter'i st-ics Scales, and Symptom .Measures with 
Type A for Men, Non-traditional Women, and ,T*nted i t i ona 1 Women 



( 



Men 
n = 1 46 



Type A 



Non-trad i t i ona 1 
vtomen n=168 



~Tr$d i t i o n a T 
women n=83i 



Measures 



Quantity of Work (long) 


- .22** 


-.32** 




-.25* 


Quantity of Work (short) y 


- .30** 


- .3f** 




- .57** 


Combined scales 


- . 17* 


-.33** 




- . 36** 


Qua 1 i ty of Work 


-.27** 


-..36** 




- . 14 


Workload Dissatisfaction 


- .22** 


- . 29** 




- . 14 


Variance of Work 


-.11 


- .22** ' 


i 


- . 29** 


Role Ambiguity 


. 1 1 


.14 


< 


.04 * 


Utilization of Abilities 


.09 


.08 , 




.15 


Job Tension 


- .38** 


- .45** 




- . 35** 


Masculinity . 


.04 


-.05 




•-.05 


Femininity 


r. 17* 


.06 




.04 


Job Involvement 


.21** 


.37** 




.31** 


Mastery « 


.07 


- .22** 




-.23* 


Wo/k Orientation 


-.02 


- .20* 




-.03 1 


Personal Unconcern 


.14 


.14 




. 45** 


Compet i t i venes s 


'-.37** ■ 


- .47** 


V 


- .46** 


Phys i ca 1 111 nesses ' 


-.17* 


-\26**" 




.04 


Psychological Illnesses 


- .25** 


* -.20** 




-.03 . 


Anxi ety- Depress i'bn- 




1 






Irritation 


- .33** 


-.36** 




- . 37** 


Psychosomatic Symptoms 


-.18* 


- .32** 




.00 


Job Pressures 


- .4*3** 


- .56** 




. ;,39** 



Note. The T^pe A and Job Involvement scales are reverse-scored 



* p < . 05 , "two-tai led . 

* * p * .01. 



Table 3 



Means and Standard Deviations. ( In parenthesis) of the Alumni Work 
£nv 1 ronHtent' Seal es , fjersonal Characteristics Scales, and Symptom 
Measures for Respondents Whose Occupations were Consistent with 
Their Undergraduate Major 



Measu r e 

Quantity of Work Hong) 
Quantity of Work (short) 
Combined scales 
Qua I J ty of Work 
Role Ambiguity 
utilization of Abilities 
Job Tension 



V ratio for 
v 0neway ANOVA 

1 I .50 
I .93 
1 .94 
.62 
I .60 
2-95 

J . 0 V * 



Responsibility for Others 26.65*** 
Participation in Decisions 1.06 

/ 



Fype A' 



/masc u I i n 1 1 y 



.72 
1 .85'^ 



y em \ n l ty 




1<3. 


50*^>* 


Mtvslery \f 




4 . 


78** 


Work Orientation 




3. 


31 


Personal Unconcern 




2. 


24 


Compe lit! veness 


* 


' - 2. 


01 


Physical Illnesses 


i 


4 . 


47 


Psychological Illnesses 


s ~ 3. 


18 , 


Anx i ety- Depress Ion- v 
M r r i to t ion 






14 


p\ ychosoma 1 1 c Symptoms 


3*. 


58* 


<. 

Job Pressure/ 






\ 

13 



Scale 
f Range 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5* 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

1-5 

1 -5 

1-5 

1 -4 

1-5 
1-5 ' 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
' 1^5 



Men 
n»48 

3 . 5 r 

(.51) 

3.40 b 
(-78) 

3.46 b 
( .62) 

2.36 
( -61 ) 

3i45 
(.78) 

3.02 b 
( .94) 

2.37 
(j- 40 ) 

2.24 b 
(-94) 

2.93 
( 1 .03)^ 

2.64 
(.4 71 

3.71 
(.48) . 

3.91 b 
( .48) 

3.75 a 
( .58) 

4 ; 40 a " b 
( -42) 

3.61 
( .65) 

3.4-9 a 
(.65) 



0-35 8. J 31 b 

'or more (8.79) 

0-6 .27 b 

or more,. (.71) 



1-5 

0- 5 

1- 5 



1 .82 
(.41) 

.60 b 
(.721 

2.76 
( .73) 



Non- 1 r ad 1 1 1 ooa 1 
w omen n*6 8 ' 

3.59 
* (.64) 

3.46 a ' b 
(.93) 

3.S2*- b 
( .75) 

2.47 
(.81) 

3.61 
( -75) 

3.36 a,b 
( .87) 

2.42 
(.50) t 

) 2.33 b ' 
(1.06) 

3 -.04 
( -98) 

2.72 * 
' (.44) 

3.61 - 
(.42) 

3.95 b 
( .54) 

3.55 a>b ' 
(.53) 

4.34 h . 
( -44) 

3.65 
(.66) 

3.36 9lb 
(-84) 

12.93 8 
(13.96) 

.70 a,t> 
(2.21) 

1 /84 

( U ' ) • 

.96 a 
(-80) 

2.75 
(.81) 



Traditional 
wom en 3 *56 

3.70 
( .40) 

3.69 a 
(.68) 

3.70 a 
( .-52) 

2.33 
^.70) 

3.7 1 
. (.75) 

3.45 a 
(1.03) 

2.50 
( .52) 

3.67 a 
(1-38) / 

(.96)^ 



2.63 
(.49) 

3.54 
(.49) 

4./3 a 
<,40) 

■j . 52 ) 

4 . 53 a 
( .*36) 



i 



3.86 
(.68) 

( .85) 

/ '„ 
" 15.63 d 
( 13.33) 

1.25 a 
(2.4U t 

1 .86 
(.39) 

.99 a 
(.90r 

2.82 
(•79) 



Not?. Different superscripts I nd 1 cate re I i ab I e differences (p C .05) 
between the groups on a Planned Contrast test of means. 



v Type A is reverse-scored. 

* p, <Si.05 . two - 1 a I led. . ■■ J 

p C .01 . / |k , 

* * * p < .00 1 . 



) 



s 
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• - * Tablje 4 * . 

.. # ^ 

Coefficients for Correlations of the Undergraduate 
and Alumni Work Scale's, Personal Characteristics 
Scales, and Symptom Measures with Alumni Type A 



Alumni Type A 



Measures v ( 

Quantity", of Work (long). 
Quantity of Wonk (short), 
Combined scales 
Quality o.f Work 
Work "load. Dissatisfaction 
Variance in Work y 
Role Ambiguity 
Utilization of Abilities 
Job .JJeffs ion 

Res^ponsibi 1 ity 'for Others 
Part/icipat ion in Decisions 



S 



\ — : 

^\ Undergraduate 
measures n=216 
- .05 
-.02 

.04 
-.03 , 
-,08 
>-.03 
'.0 5 

■.ooX 

NA 

. ' NA 



Alumni 
measures 
n = 216 

- . 33*** 

- .40*** 
_ 2 6 * * * 

NA 

NA 
.04 
-.10 
-.21*** 
r .'13* 
-.11 

r 



Type A 

Ma scu 1 i n i ty 

Fern i n i n i ty 

Job Involvement 

Mastery 

Work Orientation 
Personal Unconcern 
Competitiveness 



_ _ 2 1 *** 
-!o5 

. 1 1 

*-.14* 
.00 
.13* 

- .2*8*** 



1 



.00 

.35*** 
,09 
NA 
.26*** 
. 1 5* 
. 10 

.40*** 



f Phy s ical Illnesses 
Psychological Illnesses - , 
Anx ie-ty-Depres s io'n -Irritation 
Psychosomatic Symptoms 



Job Pressure 



- .05 

- .01 

- .08 

- .07 

- .09 



09 

2£*** 
3 2 * * * 
2o*** 



52 



~k ~k ~k 



'Note 



* p < 

** p < 
*** n < 



The Type A and Job Involvement 
scored. NA indicates that-the 
i n tfte study . . 

05, two-tailed. • ' 
.01 . 
00 1 . 



scales were reverse 
scale was not used 



1 



• 



•Table" 5 
f 



Coefficients for 
Personal i-ty Sea 1 
Type A*" f or the., F 



- Correl at ions of the Work J6ca les«" 
es-, and Symptom Measures with 
ive Alumni- Gro-ups .*'■••» 



v 



M'e*a sure • 

\ 1 

Quantity -pf T/ork (long) 
Quantity of Work (short) 
Combined scales 
Qua 1 i ty of Work 
Role Ambiguity 
Ut i 1 ization-Msf Abilities 
Job Tension »■ 
Responsibi I i t y 
Part i c i pat ion 



for Others 
in Decisions 



Mascul i ni ty v - 
Femininity V 
Mastery * 
Work Or i erltat i o - ^ 
Personal Unconcern 
Compet i t i vene s s 



Phys ica 1 II lnesses 
Psychological . Illnesses 
Anx iety-Depress i on- 
Irritation 
Psychosomatic Symptoms 

Job Pressures - 



H i -*L b 


Hi -Hi 


I o - H i 


•Lo-Lo 


H i - H i 


women" 


women 

f 1 V/ 111 N-* 1 ■ 


women 


women 


' men 


n = 22 


* n = 69 


n = 1 3- 


n = 56 


n = 48 


. 10 


- . 48*** 


- . 46 


-.10 


-.51*** 


-.37 




-.64* 


- -24 


-.50*** 


- .23 


- . 48* V 


- . 58* 


- .20 


- . 53*** 


-.15 / 


- . 39*** 


,.58* 


-.17 




.18 \ 


v - 1 6 


. 18 


.08 


- . 20 r 


.05 


\- . 14 


- .60* 


.03 


-.17* 


-.04 . 


-.42*** 


- . 70*,** 


-.13 


> -.03 


- .33 


" - . 10 " 


< - . 38 


.02 


. - . 37** 


.02 


- . 25* 


- . 10 * 


- .07 


-. 16 


- .20 . 


-.33'*.* 


-.57* 


-.25 


- ,55*** 


-.16 


- 14 


.40 


. 18 


.03 


-.23 


. -. 10 


.17 


- . 42*** 


-.39** 


-.31 


.04 


. 17 


- .25 , 


- . 19 . 


-.01 


.02 - 


-.17 


.26 r> 


.04 


- .36 


-.53*** 


-.66* 




j--.21 


-.23 


-.20 


-> -.33 ^ 


-02 '.. 


.".07 


- .40 


-.36** 


-."17 . 


-.17 . 


\12 ■ 


-.37 


- .46*** 


-.55* * 


-.27* ' 


- .21 


-.15 


■-.26* 


-.47 


-.05 


-.30* 


-.22 


-\58***. 


- .82*** 




- . 54***' 



Note 



1 



Typo, A is 
grd'tms on 




* p < .05. 
,*> ** p < .01. 
*** d <£- .001 



4 

reverse- scored . Respondents are divided into 
the basis of status of their Undergradj/ate major 
first in tittle) and Al umR4^occupat i orf. "Hi" 



i rst 

h status, traditionally male, profession; "Lo 
w status or traditionally female occupation. 



o 

ERIC 
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Figure 2 

Beta in*final regression 
equation predicting 
-A 1 urnn i Type A 



Undergraduate 
Personal-Characteristics 
I y p e - A — 
* Job Involvement - „ 
. MascOl i n i ty . 
Femininity 
Mastery 

Work Orientlit ion*«' 
• Persona KUnconcerhX 
- Competi t i veness' 
Gender « . 



Current Work • " . 
Environment ' 
Quantity of Work (long) 
Quantity of Work, (short) 
Respons i bi 1 i ty' f or Others 
Quality of'Work 
Role Ambiguity 
Participation in Decisions 
Uti 1 i zation Of Abi 1 it ie 
.Occupation .' 
JoJ) Tension 




* p < .05 
** p-c .01 



p<. .001 




R= .39***. 



R=.59*** 



R= .45*** 



Alumni 
-fr Type A 



V* 



Simple r between 
Alumni Type A -g*nd ■ 
the^symptom measures 



Symptoms 

Phy s ical • 1 1 lnesses 
Psychological 

1 1 1 nes ses 

'Anxiety- 

Depress-i.on- 
Irritation ^ 
Psychosomat i c. 

Symptoms 
Job Pressures 
Coronary Related 

Symptoms - 



9 

ERIC 



Friedman and Rosenman's (1974) model of Type A behav 
Alumni Type A on Undergraduate personal characterist 
on both 'sets of predictors ("with betas) and by simpl 
symptom measures' (n=216). 



13 



i or • te^te'd by 'regression of 
ics, Alumni work scales, and 
e correlations of Type A and 

: ) .. 



14 



-.09 > 
-.22*** 

- .32*** 

- .20*** 
- . 52*** 

-.06 



